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Abstract: This research explores the creation of co-design methods that build and
maintain long-term relationships in council development projects and engages in
innovative design outcomes for the future of the city. A series of workshops were
conducted with participants, including designers and urban planners. Stage 1
investigated mechanisms of building trust and understanding roles and responsibilities
to test different relationship dynamics. Stage 2 explored activities suitable for dealing
with innovation, negotiation, and shared planning to test innovative design outcomes.
Findings show that relationship dynamics developed better through conversational
activities than pure brainstorming, and that innovative outcomes were best generated
through the sharing of values and visions rather than one-sided communication. To
support councils to build relationships with developers, we designed a co-design
toolkit. The toolkit aims to facilitate meaningful discussions and navigate conflicts in a
project, while allowing for the dynamicity of long-term relationships for collaborative
city planning.
Keywords: co-design; collaboration; relationship building, toolkit, city planning

1. Introduction
Development projects are complex and involve multiple stakeholders, including governments,
developers, contractors, local community groups and end users (Lin et al., 2017). This variety of
stakeholders with differing interests creates changing power dynamics across project lifecycles (Lin
et al., 2018). As such, the building industry is especially susceptible to serious power imbalances. This
is because developers with economic and private interests hold an advantage over other
stakeholders acting in public interests as they have the greater access to resources and influence,
which is the essence of what power means (Lin et al., 2017). How then can city councils ensure
developers understand and care about community needs and are committed to the same vision?
According to Lin et al. (2018), although governments can implement measures to encourage
developers to act in a socially responsible way, true social responsibility relies on voluntary action. In
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this way, the focus for governments turns to creating an environment that nurtures positive
partnerships and collaboration, over purely regulatory measures (Albareda et al., 2007).
A city council within the area of metropolitan Melbourne in Victoria, Australia (hereafter referred to
as Council), identified the challenge of engaging with developers, and commissioned a Masters
student design unit to create a solution. Development projects, particularly greenfield developments,
require long-term relationships to be maintained between councils and developers, alongside
community engagement. Although greenfield projects provide opportunities for innovation, the
initial commitment to finding creative solutions at the beginning of a partnership often wanes across
the project lifecycle.
The use of co-design methods has gained traction across government settings (Kimbell, 2015). In
essence, the potential of co-design lies with its focus in addressing the needs of community
stakeholders by engaging them in processes (Bradwell & Marr, 2008). However, there are challenges
in government settings for the implementation of co-design practice due to entrenched attitudes
and power imbalances (Blomkamp, 2018).
For building a shared vision and developing innovative cities together, stakeholders need to have a
positive, working relationship (Albareda et al., 2007). The aim of this research is to support Council to
build trust and long-term project relationships with developers by creating a shared vision through
co-design. We developed co-design activities and trialled them in two stages. Our findings informed
the design of a co-design toolkit that was delivered to Council to engage with developers and the
community.

2. Co-design research
This section draws on literature on co-design research and best practice case studies to understand
the key elements of using co-design for building and sustaining partnerships in development
projects.

2.1. Participant roles and responsibilities
Compared to traditional design processes where the designer is an agent of expertise and the user is
an agent of research, the co-design process creates a shift in the power dynamics, roles, and
responsibilities of its actors (Calvo & Sclater, 2021). According to Calvo and Sclater (2021), co-design
assists to bridge multiple expertise together, which redefines the power dynamics seen in a
traditional design process. However, co-design fosters a setting where designers learn to take charge
and step down when required to balance relations and participation, and end-users learn to play the
part of both the informants and active participants (Calvo & Sclater, 2021; Lee, 2008; Trischler et al.,
2018). Co-design is therefore a dynamic process, with the role of participants constantly changing
and evolving. Designers no longer play the single role of experts; they are now required to facilitate
and mediate throughout the design process (Lee, 2008; Lucero et al., 2012; Trapani, 2019). Similarly,
users no longer only play the role of the informer, as the co-design process shifts to designing ‘with’
rather than ‘for’ end-users (Lee, 2008; Taffe, 2015). By considering the shifting of roles and individual
lived experiences, the nature of co-design both encourages and challenges participant capabilities as
well as their responsibilities.
While there are specific roles which designers and users may be competent with, co-design also
caters for co-learning where participants learn each other’s roles, expanding their level of
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competency. This is best illustrated by Taffe (2015), where end-users were seen to behave, act and
speak like a designer, and Avram et al. (2020) where end-users in the latter stages of decision-making
took on a leadership role. Similarly, Lucero et al. (2012) developed a method for encouraging
designers to take the role of active co-design partners, rather than facilitator role. Hence, co-design
has an evolving and ever-changing social hierarchy, where users are empowered, and co-learning
becomes a new norm. Thus, we see co-design being promising for addressing power imbalances over
time.

2.2. Diversity of voices
Sharing power and responsibilities brings a need to consider whose voices are being included and
how their inclusion is best supported (Farr, 2018; Trischler et al. 2018). At its core, co-design is a
relational process involving the facilitation of a “complex set of psychological, social, cultural and
institutional interactions” (Farr, 2018, p. 637). Farr (2018) discovered that to be able to share
responsibilities, people needed to step outside of their professional roles and offer up their personal
identities. This allowed for common values to be found, which supported the development of a
shared understanding and language (Farr, 2018; Glackin & Dionisio, 2016; Zhu et al., 2021). Trischler
et al. (2018) suggest that the most successful co-design teams were able to agree on goals, bring
diverse knowledge and skill and have some mix of different social backgrounds.
Diversity of voices is important to fuel creativity and learning in the co-design process (Farr, 2018;
Steen et al., 2011). This diversity brings different opinions that will help challenge each other and
push for innovation (Procter, 2002). To benefit from these differences, trust and commitment to a
shared vision need to be developed early in relationships (Farr, 2018; Procter, 2002; Yee & White,
2016). The duration of projects may also influence the success of projects because trust can take
time to establish and is critical for long-term impact (Clarke et al., 2021; Yee & White, 2016).
Therefore, clear, regular and transparent communication is important in establishing trust (Clarke et
al., 2021). This highlights the value in focusing on ways to better engage, particularly in long-term city
development projects where communication may dwindle over time. Ultimately, listening to diverse
voices throughout projects and committing to building relationships early on may help drive
innovation in urban planning using co-design.

2.3 Co-designing with communities: Best practices
Co-design methods have been used to engage with the local community for urban planning
(Duckworth-Smith & Oliver, 2019; Hargreaves & Hartley, 2016). For instance, a community group, Vic
Park Collective, sought to explore and shape a vision for public urban spaces in their community
using co-design in their Streets Ahead project (Duckworth-Smith & Oliver, 2019). Their aim was to
bring diverse community voices together and explore how public spaces along the main street could
be utilised. Three activities were delivered: a public ‘town hall’ event to capture values; a vision
setting exercise to brainstorm how those values translate into priorities for future designs; and a
prototyping exercise to create physical representations of their ideas. By understanding people’s
values and creating a shared vision, participants were empowered to help shape outcomes as a
team. The Streets Ahead approach of building on activities and their insights over time may be
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particularly effective for longer-term developments and sustaining commitment to collaboration, as
is intended with Council and developers in our project.
The Creative Citizens project with Wards Corner Community Coalition used co-design to explore the
use of media in community engagement and knowledge translation (Hargreaves & Hartley, 2016).
Their goal was to develop a media intervention that encouraged the community to actively engage in
a campaign to save a local market area and propose an alternative redevelopment plan. The authors
used asset mapping, a method used to discover existing resources and prioritise the strengths of the
community. Asset mapping may be a useful tool for Council working with developers, as it helps
generate shared knowledge, and encourages future developments to consider community strengths
and needs. Both the Streets Ahead and Creative Citizens projects relate to urban planning and using
co-design methods with the community. As their settings and motivation to engage community are
similar to our project, we used them to inspire our co-design activities.

2.4 Aims and stakeholder goals for this research
Goals, based on the Council’s project brief as well as literature and best practice, are outlined in
Table 1 for the three relevant key stakeholder groups. The separation of goals into the categories of
do, be, feel, is recommended by Sterling et al. (2020) with a particular emphasis on emotions to
guide solution development.
Table 1.
Pre-research goals. Goals for co-design toolkit, separated into what the toolkit should
do, be and feel for each stakeholder group.
Council

Developers

Community

Do

Create shared
visions, open
communication

Support vision, drive
innovation

Represent values

Be

Easy to use, creative,
informative

Engaging

Safe, respectful

Feel

Supported, inspired

Valued, inspired

Valued, included

Our research explores how co-design methods can support council to foster trusted, long-term
relationships with developers to achieve these goals. The aims of our research are to:
•
•

Explore activities that support council and developers to better understand each other
and build trust within these relationships
Develop an understanding of how activities are best facilitated

3. Methods
3.1 Participants
Participants from the design unit, Council representatives and academics from the Smart Cities
Research Institute of the Swinburne University of Technology were invited to take part in a series of
co-design activities aimed at exploring how to build trust and long-term relationships during council
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development projects. In total, 14 participants completed Stage 1 activities and 14 participants
completed Stage 2 activities.
Our co-design activities were conducted in a workshop setting. Some participants due to time
constraints were completing the activities at a time suitable to them.
This project was in the context of a postgraduate unit of Participatory and Inclusive Design. The unit
has ethics approval to conduct co-design activities with industry clients through the Swinburne
University Human Research Ethics Committee (SUHREC).

3.2 Materials
Co-design activities were developed through an iterative process, based on and inspired by
community engagement best practice. Activity structure, content and outcomes were tested and
developed over the two stages of delivery.
Stage 1 activities aimed to explore co-design practice to build trust, understanding of roles and
responsibilities, and shared perspectives to determine different types of relationship dynamics in a
group setting. The findings from these activities were used to define the aims of Stage 2.
Stage 2 activities aimed to understand barriers and enablers of relationships and explore how to
engage a group of participants with different lived experiences in negotiation, shared planning and
discussing innovative design outcomes.
The activities were conducted through video communication using Zoom, and using Miro, an online
collaborative platform. The first three authors designed Miro boards to input participants’ responses,
discuss and view each other’s responses as a group.

3.3 Process
Researchers (facilitators) met in an online room with a group of 2-4 participants per session which
lasted for 30 minutes on average. A short introduction to the design brief and aims of the workshop
were provided before conducting the activities. After each session facilitators reflected on their role
and observations during activity delivery.
Online sessions were recorded. Transcriptions of the sessions and notes from Miro were coded and
analysed to identify main themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The first three authors analysed the data
and discussed the themes.

3.4 Stage 1: Building trust
Four co-design activities were developed and conducted to foster trust and relationship building.
Activity one, Who Would You Trust? focused stimulating participant thinking of what trust is to
themselves and others. Visual imagery was provided for participants to utilise existing personalities
of movie characters to describe what trust is. The facilitator presented participants with three series
of three images of fictional characters and encouraged participant discussions with the prompt,
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“Who would you trust?” As an example, one set of images included three Harry Potter characters:
Harry, Hermione and Draco (Figure 1).

Figure 1. “Who Would you Trust? Activity. Fictional movie characters used as prompts for considering
attributes of a trusted leader.
Participants were then prompted with “Who would you trust as a leader/team member/citizen?”
In activity two, Vision Setting, participants were taken to a Miro board and took on the role of
council, developer or community member. They were asked to create their own mood board using
available images and a series of questions about trust. Figure 2 provides an example of the mood
boards created for each role by one of the groups. The aim of the mood boards was to reflect how
participants perceive their role and their relationships with the other two stakeholder groups.

Figure 2. Vision Setting Activity. Mood boards created by participants stepping into the role of
resident, developer and council.
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In activity three, Mapping Trust, participants were asked “What does trust look like?” Participants
were allocated a stakeholder group (council, developers, or community member) and asked to
reflect on what a trusting relationship might look like for/with that group and write their responses
on sticky notes. After three minutes, the team discussed what stood out as being important to build
trust for their stakeholder group, pointing out similarities and differences between perspectives.
In activity four, Walk In My Shoes, another role-playing activity was conducted to put participants
into another person’s shoes and consider how the community may perceive new developments in
the area. Participants were divided into pairs in breakout rooms. In each pair, one person acted as a
news presenter and the other as a community member, developer or council representative. They
were given the following scenario and had five minutes to role-play a short interview to show the
group: a new housing development is being launched in the community, and the local news is on the
ground to find out how residents feel about this new development in their neighbourhood. The
intention of these latter two activities was to test how role-playing could help participants consider
another person's perspective and their values, which may be different to their own.

3.5 Stage 2: Shared planning of future innovative housing
Three co-design activities were developed and conducted to engage participants in dialogue and
negotiation about community priorities and innovative outcomes for housing solutions.
In activity one, How We Live, participants were shared four cards with key priority issues for the
council relating to: mobility, environmental sustainability, safety, and health. Participants had four
minutes to discuss all four cards, by identifying as many barriers or enablers as possible that may
affect each priority area. The activity aimed to support participants to understand how the
community lives and brainstorm how different aspects of their environments may affect this.

Figure 3. Build-a-City template. Left: designated boxes for each role. Right: Grid template to move
objects onto.
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In activity two, Build-a-City, a relationship-building activity was conducted. Again, participants took
on the roles of council, developer, or community member. Participants were then prompted to work
as a group to co-create an innovative master plan for the council. Participants were only allowed to
move objects included in their role’s designated box as shown in Figure 3. If participants wished to
move other elements, they were asked to negotiate through discussion to develop a shared
understanding and vision with the other team members. Once the master plan was complete,
individual participants discussed their contributions and one thing they would have changed about
the final group outcome.
In activity three, Innovation Wishlist, a list of innovative functions was provided to participants in the
three stakeholder roles. Participants were asked to select private and communal features for a new
development. This activity aimed to: provide a platform for multiple stakeholders to discuss a range
of innovative features; give each stakeholder authority and an opportunity to negotiate their stance;
and empathise with other stakeholders. Each participant was encouraged to share concerns and
ideas from their perspective and understand the mindset of others.

4. Findings
4.1 Stage 1 findings: Building trust
Participants displayed varied levels of pre-existing group dynamics. Where groups were less familiar
with one another, the facilitator needed to prompt participants to speak, whereas in groups where
participants were more familiar with one another, they opted to speak without facilitation and
initiated interaction themselves. This was observed in Walk In My Shoes, where participants who did
not have a prior relationship were reluctant to role-play and needed guidance from the facilitator to
talk through what they may say to each other.
Two scenarios were seen to emerge in the Who Would You Trust? activity, based on the role adopted
by the facilitator and the resulting dynamic with participants. In one scenario, facilitator and
participant roles were distinct and evoked a more structured discussion where participants were able
to contribute equally. For example, in one session, the facilitator selected one participant to speak at
a time while others listened and waited for their turn. In the second scenario, the facilitator and
participant roles were more neutral which resulted in more discussion between participants and
facilitator. The nature of informal group discussions allowed participants to speak comfortably. In
multiple instances, participants were able to express their opinions openly while also respecting
others’ opinions. This may have been triggered by the facilitator’s use of recall and feedback, where
phrases such as “I agree...” or “That is interesting...” or “I see what you mean...” were used,
indicating an environment open to agreement and polite disagreement. For example, a participant
stated after some discussion, “My perspective has now changed about the character.” Prompting
was also needed when fictional characters were unknown to participants in Who Would You Trust? In
these instances, discussions lacked participation and relied on additional descriptors from the
facilitator, rather than the visuals alone.
Although participants were not directly asked about each other’s roles or experiences in Who Would
You Trust? the activity prompted meaningful discussions about what people valued. Figure 4
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summarises the characteristics of a leader that participants reported they would trust. The figure
shows that participants would primarily trust an open-minded and conscientious leader.

Figure 4. Who Would You Trust activity results. Outlines attributes of a good leader.
Across stakeholder perspectives, honesty, transparency and clear communication were valued
attributes in the Mapping Trust activity (Table 2). Timeliness of projects and getting accurate
scheduling also emerged as being important to council and developer roles. For both council and
community roles, the importance of collaboration and listening to different voices was key. However,
participants taking the developer’s perspective highlighted a need for “projects to be completed
without interference [from council].” Developers and council were perceived as untrustworthy when
they were seen to have different interests and goals to the community.
These sentiments were also reflected by a participant acting as a community resident in the Walk In
My Shoes activity:
“They’re just lining the pockets of developers. Do they even live here? We’ve had to
put up with the noise, dust, roadblocks from the construction for the last year without
any idea of when it’ll stop. And what benefit does it give us? I’m already on a long
waitlist for childcare because there aren’t enough spots. They’ve just gone and made it
harder. It’ll probably just get more expensive."
It was found that the more instructions given by the facilitator resulted in more hesitancy and more
questions about what was expected in Mapping Trust. Simply providing the main question, “What
does trust look like?” and explaining that the aim was to understand how the different groups might
value relationships was enough to get people expressing ideas and examples on the Miro board. At
the end of the activity, prompting each person to comment on what “stood out as being important
for them” helped stimulate discussion. This prompted participants to express what was different or
similar for them without much further facilitation.
At the end of the Vision Setting activity, when participants were asked to summarise keywords about
the mood boards, it was the only opportunity for interaction between participants and offered an
opportunity for reflection. This reflective conversation made the participants’ mood boards more
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effective by giving them meaning through descriptors, which allowed for insights to be drawn. Based
on these reflections we found that participants in council and developer roles shared similar
expectations of what trust looked like and were more able to come to mutual agreement. However,
thinking about the residents’ perspective was more difficult when in the developer role. Some
participants found it difficult to put themselves in someone else’s shoes and then imagine their
perspective of another role. In creating the mood boards, one participant also selected images based
on their own aesthetic preferences, demonstrating a disconnect in trying to consider another’s
perspective.
Table 2. Mapping Trust: Summary of characteristics demonstrating trust for each stakeholder group.
Council

Developers

Community

Do things on time

Accurate
scheduling

Timely
communication

Clear communication

Consistency

Clear
communication

Collaborative

Projects without
interference

Honesty

Reliable

Appropriate
resourcing

Transparency

Listen to multiple
viewpoints

Quality materials

Fairness

Budget conscious

Trust between
levels of org

Listen to diverse
voices

Understand everyone’s
needs

No kickbacks

Culture of community
embraced

4.2 Stage 2 findings: Shared planning for future innovative housing
Across all activities, the researcher shifted between two roles: a facilitator who managed turn-taking
and progression of activities; and a participant, where the researcher would introduce the topic of
discussion and switch to a participant role, immersing themselves into discussions.
The facilitator was required to provide prompts that reminded participants of the project purpose
throughout activities. Groups that had a better understanding of the research topic background
produced quite different results from other groups who had less understanding of the subject
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matter. The prompts used in the How We Live activity (see Figure 5) were found to play a key role in
generating ideas and discussion focused on the needs of the community.

Figure 5. How We Live. Prompt card statements used to generate discussion around barriers and
enablers of priority issues in community.
The four-minute time limit proved too short, as once participants started on a theme they wanted to
flesh out all its aspects and respond to each other before moving onto the next theme. When
prompted to move onto the next topic, one participant commented, “Oh actually, I want to add the
mobility stuff, because it’s not just about…”. Following on from this activity participants also referred
to the statements and what they had learned about community priorities when planning and
negotiating in subsequent activities.
In Build-a-City, the facilitator needed to ask questions to revert conversation back to the idea of
innovative planning strategies. For example, “What do you believe an efficient transport system may
look like as a community member?”. The flow of discussion was also impacted by activity
requirements, as people showed difficulties multi-tasking. When participants were asked to move
objects one person at a time, discussions were limited to participants who were not moving objects.
This method of delegation excluded participants from generating meaningful conversations and
discussions were stifled by closed statements from those not moving objects, for example, “I think
the roads should be accessible from everywhere”. More inclusive participation from all members was
achieved when participants were prompted to build and discuss at the same time. Conversations
were more interrogative, for example, “Should the centre be a city or park?”. This dynamic

11

Monique de Costa, Nadia Anam, Jiayi Shi, Diego Muñoz, Sonja Pedell

atmosphere created a more comfortable and informal environment where participants were not
placed in the spotlight.
In Innovation Wishlist, participants in resident roles were seen to prioritise safety-related functions,
followed by functions that contributed to sustainable development as seen in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Innovation Wishlist activity results. Outlines what types of features were negotiated for
housing.
The ‘alarm’ feature of the private home also triggered a lot of controversy and discussion. The need
for it was evaluated as a necessary concern, however, discussion turned to whether it was a private
or public feature, and if investment was best used for community engagement, rather than a design
feature. Behind this unique point of view, participants discussed the broader impact of housingdevelopment decisions. These conversations resulted in dialogue relating to the roles and
responsibilities of stakeholders for different issues and how to get fair benefits for individuals and
the community.

5. Discussion
5.1 Relevance of findings
As found in stage 1 activities, open and transparent communication is critical for building trust, and
therefore, could be considered the foundation for any stakeholder relationship (Clarke et al., 2021;
Selsky & Parker, 2005). To develop this foundation, an understanding of stakeholder values and
motivations is needed (Clarke et al., 2021). By putting participants in another stakeholder’s shoes,
participants are encouraged to think from someone else’s perspective and enact scenarios (Clarke et
al., 2021). Examples of this were seen in Walk In My Shoes, Build-a-City and Innovation Wishlist
activities. Although participant perspectives were different, co-design activities allow for this
personal exchange to occur (Muñoz et al., 2019). Indeed, changing roles may be especially beneficial,
rather than sharing from one’s own expertise. As Bratteteig and Wagner (2012) highlighted in their
study with urban planners and residents, power and trust were naturally granted to urban planners
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in planning activities due to their expertise, which acted as a barrier to shared understanding and
decision-making.
Another key learning was that the nature of different activities and the order of activities influenced
participation and outcomes. This builds on the suggested framework from Sanders et. al (2010),
where tools and techniques are categorised based on purpose, form (type of activity) and context.
We observed an interplay with purpose and form, where deeper discussion and ideas were achieved
when there was a variety of form and the purpose of activities progressed in some way from probing
participants, to priming on a topic, to understanding their experiences, to generating ideas (Sanders
et al., 2010). This was most evident in stage 2 activities where participants were first prompted to
consider community priorities and understand how people’s environments have an impact on their
behaviours. This led to participants generating design solutions that responded specifically to these
needs.
The connection between making something (e.g. co-creating master plan), talking about it (e.g.
discussing reasoning behind each stakeholder move) and role-playing (i.e., negotiating from the
designated stakeholder perspective) is also supported by research from Sanders et al. (2012). As
Sanders and Stappers (2014, p. 7) state, “The meaning of the artefact is revealed through the stories
told about it and the scenes in which it plays a role.” This aligns with our learning about the
importance of sharing and reflecting during and after activities; simply ‘doing’ the activity does not
offer the value needed to build trust and a platform for learning and open communication. Overall,
more meaningful engagement resulted when participants had time to tell stories and reflect, rather
than only focus on a complex activity. This improved relationship dynamics and delivered more
considered activity outcomes.
The dynamics between participants were also affected by the activity design itself. Due to difficulty
multi-tasking, participant thinking and participant creation may need to be separated to generate
both co-creative designs and co-operative conversational outcomes. Given the likely time constraints
when Council meets with developers, the pace and breakdown of a co-design toolkit will be
important to consider. As the goal of a co-design toolkit is to form stronger, long-term relationships,
activities may need to prioritise building rapport and fostering dialogue in stages over time, rather
than quickly moving through a number of activities in a single session (Sanders et al., 2010).
Finally, the facilitator role and managing relationship dynamics played a significant role in outcomes.
The need to provide prompts and guide discussion was important to lead to better understanding
and productive negotiations. Lin et al. (2018) findings suggest that the project management
framework they tested, which included the completion of multiple risk matrices, “could not easily be
applied” in their context of developing more collaborative partnerships in a construction project. This
was due to time limitations and the burden of work it presented. However, this is where co-design
may be of value, as it creates more opportunity and interpersonal discussion compared to usual
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project management methods. Therefore, a co-design toolkit that is simple to use, flexible and
adequately guides the user through the facilitation role will be crucial to its success.
These insights were used to revise goals of the toolkit first described in Table 1. The post-research
goals described in Table 3 reflect shared goals across the findings of all three stakeholder groups, and
guide development of the final solution.
Table 3 Post-research goals for the final toolkit solution.
Do

Be

Feel

Provide flexibility and
adaptability

Vibrant

Fun to inspire creativity
and innovation

Guide councils planning
for workshops

Simple and intuitive to
follow

Beneficial for all

Open and transparent

5.2 Co-design toolkit
Following an iterative design process we ultimately developed The Shoe Box Co-Design Toolkit
(Figure 7). Inspired by a phrase expressed during the co-design process, “Walking in my shoes”, it
focuses on the need for stakeholder partners to develop a shared understanding to build and
maintain long-term relationships. The toolkit consists of an activity booklet (Figure 8), materials for
each activity (Figure 9) and a reflective journal (Figure 10) to document outcomes and encourage
ongoing development.

Figure 7. The Shoebox Codesign Toolkit. The physical copy presentation.
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Figure 8. Activities booklet. “Who Would You Trust?” activity instructions and guide.

Figure 9. Toolkit Materials. Prompt cards for the “Who Would You Trust? activity.

Figure 10. Reflective Journal. A template to document activity outcomes and encourage ongoing
development.
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The activities handbook is organised into six stages of relationship development as outlined in Figure
11.

Figure 11. Walk In My Shoes Cycle
Each stage has a corresponding activity, which includes: instructions, materials list, tips and tricks for
conducting the activity, and accompanying visual aids. Figure 12 presents the material for
brainstorming activity, 'How We Live', aimed at helping to create a shared vision. Council can select
an appropriate activity depending on their current needs and challenges, and activities may be
revisited at different timepoints in a project.

Figure 12. Activity instructions
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For optimal adaptability, activities were designed to be conducted in face-to-face and online settings.
A digital copy was made available for remote use and reprinting purposes, as well as a physical copy.
We delivered this toolkit to the Council for use in real context.

5.3 Limitations and next steps
As a student project conducted during the pandemic, there were time and access restrictions that
limited more comprehensive participant recruitment and activity delivery methods. The project was
completed in a 12-week period, with both a physical and digital version of the co-design toolkit
delivered to the Council for their immediate use. The final solution was not yet evaluated at the point
of writing this paper. Future research is needed to further evaluate co-design methods used in
building trust and long-term relationships and their generalisability to broader contexts.

6. Conclusion
This paper highlights different methods for fostering meaningful and effective interaction through
co-design. Understanding each other and building trust among stakeholders is needed to develop
long-term relationships, which requires time and multiple forms of engagement (Clarke et al., 2021;
Yee & White, 2016).
With a two-phase co-design process, researchers were able to explore participant engagement from
different perspectives. Participation and interaction between stakeholder groups were found to be
dynamic and influenced by facilitation, activity design and subject matter of activities. By putting
participants in each other’s shoes and into different scenarios, we were able to discover methods for
building empathy and an understanding of each other’s roles and responsibilities, and for dealing
with difference and conflict of opinions through creative forms of communication. A limitation of this
research was that we did not test stages 1 and 2 with the same groups. This would have allowed us
to understand relationship development over time with activities and determine if relationships did
indeed evolve in any way.
Ultimately, when adopting co-design methods to support the Council to build relationships with
developers, it should focus on building empathy, understanding each other’s values and roles,
improving communication, and laying a foundation for better negotiations and power balance
between council, developers, and the community.
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